Pa13360..0039

0022010

r A

PogeTof |
01 158666

. ENGINEERING DATA TRANSMITTAL
1 20
o

2. To: (Receiving Organization) 3. From: (Originating Organization) 4. Related EDT No.:
Distribution Environmental Remedial Action N/A
5. Proj./Prog./Dept./Div.: 6. Cog. Engr.: 7. Purchase Order No.:
ERA/ERE/ED P. J. Valcich N/A
8. originator Remarks: 9. Equip./Component No.:
Approval/Release N/A
10. System/Bldg./Facility:
N/A
11. Receiver Remarks: 12. Hajor Assm. Dwg. No.:
N/A
13. Permit/Permit Application No.:
N/A
14. Required Response Date:
{1t —G 2—
15. DATA TRANSMITTED (F) (G} (H) (49
ht:r,n 5 5:1?“ F:E:' {E} Titls or Daescription of Data mpact Ra’a;nn g;itg;; RBZ:N-
No. {B) Document/Drawing No. No. No.. Transmitted Laval Trans- Dispa- Dispor
mittal sition sition
1 WHC-SD-EN-PD-009 0 100-IU-1 Operable 4 2
Expedited Response
Proposal
16, KEY
Impact Lavel (F) Reoason for Transmittal {G] Disposition (H) & {I)
1, 2,3, 0r4 (see 1. Approval 4, Review 1. Approved 4. Reviewad no/comment
MRP 5.43) 2, Relaase 5. Post-Review 2. Approved wicomment 5. Reviewed w/comment
3. Information 6. DIst. (Recelpt Acknow. Required}) 3. Disapproved w/coemment 6. Receipt acknowledged
G} H 17. SIGNATURE/DISTRIBUTION (G) H
{See Impact Level for raquired signatuzes)
‘::: Disp. {J} Name {K) Signature "j Date (M} MSIN {J} Name (K} Signature (L) Date (M) MSIN *’:::‘ Disp.
v/ 2 1 Cog.Eng. P. J. Valcichm q//ﬂiff’—u
1/2 1| cog. Mgr. w. L. Johnsmn?{ﬁﬁziéév\ offi4-55
7 QA 1
Safety
Env.
= EDMC (2) H4-22
= IRA Clearance H4-17

19.

i

JUeld o

Signaturs of EDT
Originator

Date

Authorized Reprasentative Date
for Recaiving Organization

20.
W. L. ns

7z
Cognizant/Project Dat

Enginear's Managar

21, DOE APPROVAL (if required)
Ltr. No.

[1 Approved

[1 Approved w/comments

{1 Disapproved w/comments

BD-7400-172-1 [02/89)




9% 13360 0040

References:
INFORMATION RELEASE REQUEST WHC-CH-3-4
COMPLETE FOR ALL TYPES OF RELEASE
Purpose . Now ID Number
(¥} Sporch or Prosemtation o] Reforonce WHC-SD-EN-F‘D-OUQ, Revision 0
[ Full Paper {Check [X]  Technical Repart Existing ID Numbar (include rovision, voiume, etc.)
only one a Thasis of Dissertstion
O Summay suffix) o Manis
[} Abstract 0 Brochure/Fliar if proviously cleared, fist iD number
0 Vieuat Ald u] Software/Datsbass
(n] Speakers Burssu o Controlisd Database
a Foster Sossion a Other Dats Ralaasa Raguired i
o Videotapa April 17,1992
Title Unclassified Category Impact 4
100-IU-1 OPERABLE UNIT ERA PROPOSAL uc- Level

COMPLETE FOR SPEECH OR PRESENTATION

Title of Journal Group or Society Sponsoring

N/A N/A
Date(s) of Conference or Meeting | City/State ) Will proceadings be publishad? [1 Yes [1 ¥
N/A Wil material be handed out? [1 Yes [1 we

Title of Conference or Meating

CHECKLIST FOR _SIGNATORIES

Review Required per WHC-CM-3-4 Yes Yo | mnﬁn Finted
Classification/Unciassified Controlied

Nuclesr information [] [xl

Patont - Genoral Counsel [X]1 [17 5w Berglin: .

Legal - Goneral Counsel (XI [1 _B. D. Wiliiamson

Applled Toechnology/Export Controfied ’

Information or intemational Frogram £ o (X1

WHC Program - I X

DOE-AL frogram . 1 *» EXT- o

Pubbation Services. (X iE}  D.E. Smith_ D E[rite Y 1ulg>

Othar Program T X1 - e LD,
References Available to intended- Audience [ ] [T :P. J. Valcich /772> ;_(’ %2y
Tranemit to DOE-HQ/Office of Scientific . P i
and Technicsl information [1 [XT
Information conforms to all appticable requirements, The above information is certified to be correct.
Author/Requestor (Printed/Signature) Date INFORMATION RELEASE ADMINISTRATICH APPROVAL STAMP

P. Jd Va'[c C Stamp is required before roleasa. Rcolease is contingent upon resolution of mandatory
Respomfble Manager (Printed/Signature) Date &

»

W. L. Johnson
(MG 7

Intended Audience

{
[1 internal [ sponsor  [X] external Date ReceivedLI- !’gp_el‘

BD-7600-062 (4/90) {EF} WEFOT4 part 1
Information Release Request

W



9135600041

2.

SUPPORTING DOCUMENT

Title

100-IU-1 Operable Unit Proposed Expedigted
Response Action

3. Humber
WHC-SD-EN-PD-009

1. Total Pages Qlj

4., Rev No.

5.

Key Words
Riverland Wash Pit, Munition Cache

APPROVED FOR
PUBLK)PELEASE I

6. Author
P. J. Valcich

Signatdre

Vo214 /27

Organization/Charge Code 81225/[9{'.3 1A

7.

Abstract W f//?/fg"

The report proposes a 100-IU-1 Operable Unit Expediated Response Action.

This

Unit's waste sites require confirmatory investigations and probably some minor
clean up activities. The Unit will then be ready for a Record of Decision.

s, of paten -
performance

s Upon ]
of Energy Field folce, Richiand, WA.

DISCLAIMER - This report\ Was prepared as an actount of work
spofgored by an agency of thd United States,Government.\ Neithepsthe
Unitedh States Governme nor “qny agency” thereof, nor a 0 eir
employeds, nor any 6f their cdqQtracrors, subcontractorsyer their
employeesy, makes ahy warranty, express or implied, or 4sjsumes any
legal tiabN ity & responsibilityAbdg the accuracy, completeRess, or
any third pakty*s use or the regGits Bf such use of afiy inforkation,
apparatus, ppdduct, or process disclosed, or represénts that iXs use
would not iAfringe privately owned rights, Refsfence herein td any

specific fommercNal proddet, process, oM service by trade nipe,
trademapk, manufagtucer, or otherwise, Xdoes not necessariy
constitute or imply \Wts endorsement, recomhenslation, or favoring by
the Anited Statez” [overnment or a agen thereof or its

copfractors or subcontMactors. The wews and oRpinions of authors
eXpressed hereih do not necessarily”state or reflect those of the
ni ted States/Government or any agency thereof.

10. RELEASE STAMP

OFFICIAL RELEAS

%2
557

BY WHC
DATE JUL 0 8 1

9.

Impact Level 4

A-6400-073 (11/91) (EF) WEFi124




951 Sﬁﬁﬂkﬁﬂ% EN-PD-009, Rev.0

CONTENTS
1 . 0 INTRODUCTION L] - - - * - - » L] L) - L] - L] [ ] - * L] - - L] - . L] L) - L] . 1
1.1 PURPOSE . . & v v it e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e 1
1.2 BACKGROUND . . . . .. . ... e e e e e e e |
2.0 SITE DESCRIPTION . . . . . ¢« . . v v« v « .. e e e e e e e e e 1
3.0 ERABENEFIT . . . .. .. ... e e h e e e e e e e e s . .o 2
4.0 ERACONCEPT . . . . . . . ... e e . e e e el 2
4.1 GOAL . . . . .. e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e, 2
4.2 MEASURE OF SUCCESS e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e 4
4.3  IMPLEMENTATION . . . & v v v e e e e e e e e e e v o e e 4
4.3.1 Project Plan . . . . « ¢ v v v v o v v o v . e b e e e 4
4.3.2 Site Evaluation . . . e e e e e e 4
4.3.3 ERA Proposal and Act1on Memorandum e e e e e e e e e 4
4.3.4 Project Implementation . . . . . . .. .. .. ... 5
4.3.5 Reporting . . e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e 5
4.4 SITE SELECTION WORKSHEET ................... 5
4.5 COST AND SCHEDULE SUMMARY . . . . ¢« & ¢ ¢ v v v ¢ v v ¢ v v o 5
5.0 REFERENCES . . & & . v i i i i e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e 5
ATTACHMENTS
1 Request For Proposals . . . v ¢ v v v v i v v b e e e e e e e e 1-1
2 WIDS Sheets . . . . v« « i o v i i e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e 2-1
3 Project Plan QutTine . . . & + & v « ¢ 4 ¢t v i e o 4 e e e e e e 3-1
4 Annotated ERA Proposal Outline . . . . . . . .+ o . o v v o o 4 4-1
5 ERA Site Prioritization Worksheet . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ... 5-1
6 ERA Schedule and Cost Estimates . . . . . . . . . . . .« . . . . .. 6-1
FIGURE
1 100-IU-1 Operabie Unit Location Map. . . . . . . . . . .. .. 3



_ 95?536&@8—%—EN-90~069, Rev.0
1.0 INTRODUCTION

1.1 PURPOSE

"~ This document provides information for conducting an Expedited Response
Action (ERA) at the River Rail Wash Pit and 600 Area Army Munitions Burial
Site in the 100-IU-1 Operable Unit as requested by the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) and Washington State Department of Ecology (Ecology)
(Attachment 1). This information provides the EPA and Ecology a general
understanding of the proposed ERA.

If the ERA process is continued, a comprehensive ERA proposal will be
prepared in accordance with the Hanford Federal Facility Agreement and Consent
Order (Tri-Party Agreement) (Ecology et al. 1990). This will allow for public
involvement and regulatory approval of the ERA prior to actual implementation
of the proposed response action.

1.2 BACKGROUND

The 100-IU-1 Operable Unit (about 15 mi®) is west of Washington State
Route 240 and north of Washington State Highway 24 (Figure 1). Currently, the
area includes the two sites from WIDS (Attachment 2), pre-1940 homesteads, the
remains of an anti-aircraft artillery position, and railroad facilities known
as the "Riverland Yards".

Riverland operated from 1943 until about 1957. The Riverland Yard was
established as a temporary railroad support site with maintenance facilities.
The maintenance facilities included the River Rail Wash Pit, maintenance shop,
and a 12,000-gal underground diesel fuel tank apparently still in the ground.
The River Rail Wash Pit was used for railroad rolling stock radiological
decontamination prior to maintenance work performance.

The 600 Area Army Munitions Burial Site is a shallow cache (2 ft X 3 ft
X 2 ft deep). The wooden crates and contents were removed on May 22, 1986,
and transported to the Yakima Firing Range for destruction.

Around 1963, the raiiroad and anti-aircraft gun facilities were
demolished.

2.0 SITE DESCRIPTION

In 1961 the U.S. Army’s Hanford Site air defense role was eliminated.
Defense sites were decommissioned in a manner considered appropriate by the
Atomic Energy Commission and U.S. Department of Defense. At that time, most
buildings and structures were sold for salvage or demolished.

The Riveriand Yards site was decontaminated, released from radiation
zone status, and the buildings sold to the public in 1963.
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A recent 100-IU-1 operable unit reconnaissance identified the foliowing
Tocations:

« Remains of one anti aircraft gun site (H-70)
« Remains of two homestead sites
s« 600 Area Army Munitions burial site

« Riverland raiiroad car wash pit (decontaminated and released
radiation zone)

« Potentially suspect riverland underground 12,000-gal diesel fuel
tank.

Potential hazards identified were categorized as either physical or
environmental. Typical physical hazards include nuisance tripping hazards
such as protruding steel cables next to the Riverland Yards water well. No
apparent environmental hazards were found during the reconnaissance.
Potential environmental hazards may occur at the railroad car wash pit,
underground diesel fuel tank, and anti-aircraft artillery military landfill.

3.0 ERA BENEFIT

The public awareness of activities influencing the environment continues
to draw considerable attention to the Hanford Site. Many of the concerns
expressed by the public regarding the Hanford Site address the issue of the
further spread of contamination in the environment. Impiementing an expedited
response at these sites prior to eventual remediation as required by the Tri-
Party Agreement, could reduce or eliminate these concerns in the interim.

This ERA would also benefit all parties concerned (regulatory agencies, the
public, and DOE) by demonstrating the DOE’s commitment to a bias for action.

4.0 ERA CONCEPT

4.1 GOAL

The goal of this ERA is to minimize or eliminate the potential
environmental hazards posed by the sites within the 100-IU-1 Operable Unit.
Wastes removed from the area will be disposed in accordance with current
Westinghouse Hanford and regulatory requirements. In addition, these actions
could lead to the issuance of a record of decision for the 100-IU-1 Operable
Unit, thus removing the operable unit from further cieanup actions mandated by
the Tri-Party Agreement.
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4.2 MEASURE OF SUCCESS

Success of the ERA will be measured in terms of stabilization or removal
of the potential environmental threats posed by the operable unit.
Impiementation of the action at the operable unit would result in the
immediate reduction in the quantity of available contaminants that may cause
further contamination of the environment.

4.3 IMPLEMENTATION

The process for implementing the ERA will foliow the format outlined in
the Tri-Party Agreement. The ERA is considered to be non-time critical, such
that a planning period of at least 6 months could occur prior to initiation of
the activity. Implementation of a non-time critical ERA requires an
engineering evaluation/cost assessment (EE/CA)} be conducted and results
submitied to the lead regulatory agency. The EE/CA will be contained in an
ERA proposal that will provide the additional details necessary for
impiementing the alternative chosen by the EE/CA. The outline of the ERA
implementation process is briefly described in the following sections.

4.3.1 ERA Project Plan

An ERA project plan will be prepared that outlines how the ERA will be
impiemented (Attachment 3 provides an outline for the project plan). The
project plan will identify each of the alternatives to be considered by the
EE/CA and the site evaluation tasks necessary to evaluate the alternatives.
This plan is a secondary document as defined by the Tri-Party Agreement.

4,3.2 Site Evaluation

The site evaluation will use field screening techniques to identify the
nature and extent of the environmental hazards associated with the site.
Information necessary for the stabilization/remediation of the fuel tank and
wash pit will be obtained. Samples will be taken from areas believed to
contain hazardous wastes. A cone penetrometer survey or other sampling
teghnique will be used to determine the extent of contamination in the soil
column.

The information obtained by the site evaluation is essential for
completing the EE/CA in which the restoration alternative is chosen. In
addition, the data will be useful in assessing worker health and safety
requirements while implementing the ERA. The results of all site evaluation
activities will be documented in the ERA proposal.

4.3.3 ERA Proposal and Action Memorandum

The ERA proposal includes the EE/CA, which evaluates the various
alternatives considered with recommendations based on the results of the site
evaluation activities. The EE/CA provides refinement and specification of the

alternatives, followed by a detailed analysis based on; 1) public health and
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welfare, and environmental impacts, 2) technical feasibility, 3) institutional
considerations, and 4) cost.

Also included in the ERA proposal is a tentative schedule for
implementation of the recommended alternative as well as a project
management/implementation plan. Attachment 4 provides an annotated outline
suggested for the ERA proposal.

The ERA proposal will undergo a DOE, EPA, and Ecology review. The
public will also be allowed to review the document. As specified in the Tri-
Party Agreement, the EPA will ultimately be responsibie for issuing an ERA
Action Memorandum, providing the direction to proceed with the activities
proposed in the ERA proposal.

4.3.4 Project Implementation

Following approval of the ERA proposal and issuance of the ERA Action
Memorandum, the chosen alternative will be impliemented.
4.3.5 Reporting

Upon completion of the ERA, a final report assessing and evaluating the
ERA will be prepared for distribution. It is hoped this report will provide
sufficient information to support the record of decision for the operable
unit.
4.4 SITE SELECTION WORKSHEET

An ERA site selection worksheet for this ERA is attached (Attachment 4).

4.5 COST AND SCHEDULE SUMMARY

A preliminary cost estimate and schedule for implementing the ERA is
provided (Attachment 5). Note the cost and schedule estimates reflect the
assumption of minimal radiological and hazardous wastes.

5.0 REFERENCES

Ecology, EPA, and DOE, 1990, Hanford Federal Facility Agreement and Consent
Order, Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency, and U.S. Department of Energy, Olympia, Washingion.

DOE/RL, 1991, Hanford Facf?ity Legal Description, DOE/RL-91-28, Rev. 0,
Appendix 28-3, U.S. Department of Energy-Richland Fieid Office,
Richland, Washington.

WIDS, 1988, Waste Information Data System, Westinghouse Hanford Company,
Richland, Washington.
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ATTACHMENT 1
REQUEST FOR PROPOSALS

Ecology letter dated March 4, 1992.

1-1
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9201738

STATE OF WASHINGTON
DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOCY

Al Stop PV-11 e Olpmypia, Wnshigion Y8308-07 11« {206) 1556000

Harch 4, 1992

Hr. Steven H. Wisness

Hanford Project Hanager

U.S. Department &f Energy

P.O. Box, 550 AS~-19 N
Richland, WA 59352

Re: Expedited Responses Action Planning Proposals and Implementation

Dear Mr. Wianess:-

On January 22, 1992, a meeting was held to discuas the selection of new
Expedited Response Actions (ERA)., The Washington State Department of Ecology
{Ecology)} and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) assumed the task

of identifying candidate sites for planning proposal preparation, and
identification of lead regulatory agency.

The primary reasons to perform ERAS are to minimize or eliminate the potential
for release of hazardous substances and/or radionuclides in the environment
and to initiate actions consistent with anticipated remedy selections. The
final remedy selection would be made after completion of a Remedial

Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) or @ RCRE Facility lnvestigation/
Carrective Heasures Study (RPI/CMS).

On December 12, 19%1, a meeting was held to discuss selection of new ERAs.
this meeting, the U.S. Department of Energy {DOE) and Westinghouse Hanford
Company (WHC) provided EPA and Ecology with a list of twenty-two ({22}
candidate sites. In addition, DOE and WHC were seeking approval to proceed
with EE/Ch preparation for the 300 Area Burial Grounda. Based on this meeting
and & contipuing dialogue becween E¢ology, EPA, DOE, and WHC, four (4) sites
from the candidate list have been selected for planning proposal preparation.
In addition, we reguest DOE submit planning proposals for two additional sites

that were drafted previously for DOE, but &8 yet have not been submitted to
Ecology and EPA.

in

Ecology and EPA prefer to delay initiation of an ERA on the 200 Area Burial
Grounds. With the use of test pits in both the liguid disposal sites and the
burial grounds, it appears the schedule for completion of RI/FS activities in
300-FF=1 may be accelerated. In addition, treatability tests planned for this
year may identify appropriate means for remediating contaminated sediments
from the liguid disposal sites as well as the burial grounds. Early
completion of these investigations could result iii a final Record of Decision
for the 300-FF-1 Operable Unit earlier than projected. Ecology and EPA prefer
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Mr. Steve . Wisness
Harch 4, 1992
Page 2

this course of actlon because it would pocentially eliminate the.need to.. ...
handle wasteé from thae burial grounds twice (ocnce as part of the ERA and agaln
as part of the final remedy}.

Ecology and EPA have selected the followlng four aites for planning proposal
prepavationas

Sodjum Dichromate Barrel Disposal Landfill in 300-IU-4 Operable Unit
*

The sodium dichromate barrel disposal aite in the 100-IU-4 Operable Unit
wan selascted in part due because this is the only facllity located
within the 100-IU-4 Operable Unit. A&Alsaa, early remedlal action at this
operable unit may abate the potential of more extensive anvironmental
degradation. Any ground water contamination from the sodium dichromate
barrel site would be addressed as part of the 100~HR-3 Operable Unit.
Removal of drums and contaminated sediments from this site may
completely remediate the 100-IU~-4 Operable Unit or may result in a no
furcher action record of decision. This ERA would be designated as an
Ecology lead site due to ita location within the 100-Hk-3 ground water
operable unit for which Ecology is also the lead regulatory agency. A&n
ERa at the sodium dichromace barrel disposal site should not require
extensive planning or characterization prier to ilnitiation and therefore
field work should begin in fiscal year 1992.

U.S. Pureay of Reclamation 2.4-D Buria)l Site ip 100-T0-3 Operable Upit

The U.S5. Bureau of Reclamation 2,4~D burial site in the 100~IU-3
Operable Unit was also selected in part because it is the only
documented hazardous waste disposal area located north of the Columbia
River on the Hanford Site. 1In addition, this ajite is ona of the few
waste sites where DOE does not ¢ontrol access. Removal of drums and
contaminated sedimenta from this site could eliminate the primary source
of hazardous waste from this part of the Hanford Site and enhance public
safety. The north slope area of the Hanford Site has beun of particular
ipterest to Ecology due to public accass and the exluting leasa
agreement between DOE and the Washington State bepartment of Fiah and
Wildlife, Ecolegy would be designated lead regulatory agency for both
this ERA and the 100-IU-3 Operable Unit.

White Bluffs Pickling pcid Crib in 100-JU-5 Operable Unit

The White Bluffs pickling acid crib in the 100-YU-5 Operable Unit
represents a significant source of acidic metal waste solution. This
waste was generated from the final-cleaning of reactor cooling pipes
prior to installation in Hanford's eight single-pass reactora. These
liguid disposal sites are located appraximately one mile west of the
100~F Area near the old White Bluffy town site. Agaln, this site
represents the primary source of contamination within the 100-I0-5
Operable Unit and a removal action at this facility will likely limit
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Mr, Stave li. Wisneos
Harch 4, 1992
Page 3

the need for and extensive invecstigation through an RI/FS. Sinca little
in known about the axtont of contamlnation aascojated with the Whita
Blutfe plckling acid crib, wsome degree of charocteritatlion will likely
bo required as part of an ERA at thiw site. Duec to ltas lotation
upgradient of 100~F Area, EPA would be designated u¥ laad regulasory
ugancy £or both this ERA and the 100-IU-5 Opersble Unit.

~TU-~1 Rlv Bl a & Burinsl

Tha 100-IU-1 eparable unit contalng two units. The riverland rallzoad
car wanh pit wag docontaminatod Lln 1863, and subsoquently reloaped from
radiation zone atatus. Slte records indicate that all iltome wore
rapoved from the munltions burlasl slte in 1986. These alites ace both
located wowst of Highwaey 240 ond lack the acoesks controls present At
noarly &l)l other past practice sites At Hanford, BEM will bo lead
agency for this ERA and the 100-1U~1 Operabla Unit. This presente the
potentisl opportunity to reach a decielon to take no further actlon at
an opsrable unit aftar parforming s confirmetory lnvestigatlon. WwWe
exp#ct that the antire invescigatlon could bu done a& part of tha ERA.

If that 1s tha case, the BERA would be followed by administrociva ateps
to reach a final ROD.

Planning proposals for twe additionsl sites are alrecady drafred, but not
rolaased. These ara for the 100 Area river outfall plpuwa and the 616-11

burial ground. Thoze planning propogals should bue trapsmitted te Ecology and
EPA wlthout dulay,., The ragulatory lead agency will ba identifled for these
proposals in the notice to procesd with EE/CA preparation.

Should you have any guestions about tha salectlion of csndidata mltes for
plannihyg proposal prepaxation or implementation, pleass contact althar Htove
Crosp of Bcology (206) 459-6675 or Doug Sherwood of EPA (509) 376-9829,

$inceraly,

LN L

Faul 7, Day David B. Jansen, P.EL

Huntford Project Mdnager Hantord Project Managey

EPA Reglon 10 Wavhington State
Dupartment. of Ecplogy

[-1-1 T. Venezlang, WHC
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ATTACHMENT 2
WASTE INFORMATION DATA SYSTEM SHEETS

2-1
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Waste Information Data System
General Summary Report
December 19, 1991

SITE NAME: Riverland Railroad Car Wash Pit wom

SITE TYPE: Pit pon

WASTE CATEGORY: Nonhazardous/Nonradioactive rzom
WASTE TYPE: . Solid Bowm

STATUS: Inactive poy; Pre-1980 f3om
START DATE: 1940's @ow

OPERABLE UNIT: 100-1U-1 3293
0.U. CATEGORY: \Undefined mzm

This site is included in the Tri-Party Agreement Action Plan p2m
PNL Hazardous Ranking System Migration Score: 23.70 wog

HANFORD AREA: G600 Area rsom
COORDINATES: N65695 W102025, N65870 W102000 roe;

LOCATION: ~5 mi west of State Highway 240 and ~1/3 mi southwest of the Vernita
Bridge 309

WATER TABLE DEPTH: 185.00 feet below grade e

SITE DIMENSIONS:  Length: 40.00 feet zow
Width: £6.00 feet pon
Depth; 3.00 feet r3om

SITE DESCRIPTION: The site is trench-1ike in appearance rsoe.

WASTE TYPES AND AMOUNTS: The site was used as a steam cleaning and Tow-level
decontamination station for locomotive engines and cars used at Hanford wesm.

CLEANUP ACTIONS: 'In 1963, the entire site was decontaminated, released from radiation
zone status, and the bui]ding auctioned to the general public 3091 .

2-2
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Haste Information Data Systen
General Sumumary Report
Apri) 22, 1992

SITE HAME: 600 Area Army Munitions Burial Site p3ts)

SITE TYPE: Burial Ground 315

HASTE CATEGORY: Ilazardous Wasie 15

WASTE TYPE: Solid 35

STATUS: Inactive 1315 Pre-1980 315
START DATE: 1971 st

END DATE: 1876 13153

OPERABLE UNIT: 106-1U-1 (3291
0.U. CATEGURY: Undefined zn

SHHU: Yes (606

1PA: Yes [329;

ItANTORD AREA: 600 Area 3t5)

LOCATION: ~10C meters west of Bale 121 15

SITE DIMENSIOHS: Length: 2.00 feel @315
Hidth: 3.00 feel 313}
Depth: 2.00 feet 3151

SITE DESCRIPTION: 1The unit Is a shallow cache (s,

HASTE TYPES AND AHOUNTS: The unit received military explosives as follows: & gun blast
simulators, Model 110, dated Oclober 1953; 78 boxes (packed 5 to a box) of fuse
ignitors; Mudel M60, Lot KYC-1, dated May 1960; one trip flare, Model H49; one can
containing 50 noneleclrical blasling caps, marked "ARMY"; 43 electrical blasting caps;
~-500 fL of Lime fuse; ~200 ft of detonallng cord; and remhanls of one grenade or
artillery simulalor tas:.

CUHMERIS: DBurial dales are estimated based on the rotled condition of the buried wooden
crates 3.

RELEASE POTENTIAL: There ts no pulenlial for release; the contents of the site have been
removed (351,

CLEANUP ACTIONS: On Hay 22, 1986, all items were removed and Lransported Lo the Yakima
Firing Range for destruction (s1s.
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ERA PROJECT PLAN

1.0 INTRODUCTION
1.1 PURPOSE
1.2 BACKGROUND
1.3 ORGANIZATION
2.0 SITE CHARACTERISTICS
2.1 FACILITIES/STRUCTURES
2.2 GEOLOGY/SOIL
2.3 HYDROGEOLOGY
PRELIMINARY IDENTIFICATION AND SCREENING OF ALTERNATIVES
SITE EVALUATION TASKS
ERA PROPOSAL TASKS
ERA DESIGN AND IMPLEMENTATION TASKS
PROJECT SCHEDULE

REFERENCES

0 ~N o o s W
o O O O O o

ATTACHMENTS

1 Sampling and Analysis Plan
2 Health and Safety Plan
3 Project Management Plan
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ATTACHMENT 4
ANNOTATED ERA PROPOSAL OUTLINE
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

The introduction defines the purpose and scope of the ERA proposal. The
discussion includes the various reasons and requirements for performing the
ERA. The relationship between the ERA and the ongoing remedial investigation/
feasibility study activities will also be described.

2.0 SITE DESCRIPTION

This section provides a brief description of the site being considered
for an ERA. A summary of the information that is pertinent to the selection
of the preferred alternative is included.

3.0 SITE EVALUATION ACTIVITIES

This section describes the activities conducted for characterization of
the site. Information gathered during those activities are also included,
evaluated, and summarized.

4.0 APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS

This section identifies applicable or relevant and appropriate
requirements to be considered in the engineering evaluation/cost analysis.

5.0 IDENTIFICATION OF RESPONSE TECHNOLOGIES

Response technologies that could achieve the objectives of the ERA are
evaluated. A summary of the evaluation process is provided.

6.0 ANALYSIS OF RESPONSE ACTION ALTERNATIVES

Various response action alternatives are assembled and evaluated. Those
alternatives warranting further evaluation are summarized.
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7.0 ENGINEERING EVALUATION/COST ANALYSIS

- Each criterion to be used to evaluate the ERA alternatives summarized in
Section 6.0 is identified in this section. The method of scoring the
alternatives against these criteria is also explained.

8.0 IMPLEMENTATION OF PREFERRED ERA ALTERNATIVE

This section provides a discussion detailing the implementation of the
preferred ERA alternative chosen in Section 7.0. A1l procedures that will be
used or that need development will be identified. A1l permits, such as
excavation permits and Hazardous Waste Operators Permits, will also be
mentioned. Health and safety, waste management, waste minimization, and
environmental monitoring will be discussed.

9.0 PROJECT MANAGEMENT PLAN

Each of the organizations that will participate in the implementation of
the ERA and their roles is identified in this section. A flow chart showing
the management structure, a detailed schedule for implementation, and cost
estimates for implementing the ERA activity are provided.
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SITE SELECTION WORKSHEET

Project Name: River Raj]l Wash Pit and 600 Area Army Munitions Burial
Site

Project Description: This project’s scope is to eliminate the hazards
associated with the Wash Pit and Munitions Burial
Site.

ERA Category: Time Critical _  Non-Time Critical X

Evaluation Checklist

Time Critical ERAs:

Actual Exposure/Release Yes No X
Imminent Exposure/Release Yes_ No X
Ratjonale:

Non-Time Critical ERAs:

1. Potential Exposure: Yes X No__

Rationale: The River Rail Wash Pit must be checked to ensure previous
radiation clean up activities meet today’s standards.

2. ' Potential Increased Degradation: Yes X No __

Rationale: Any residual radioactive contamination at the River Rail
Wash Pit has the potential to migrate.

3. Implementabiiity: Yes X No

Ratjonale: The project may require a small scale hazardous and/or
radiological cleanup and a confirmatory investigation to justify a
decision for "No further action reguired”.

4. Short-Term Effectiveness: Yes X No __

Rationale: By removing any hazardous present. this project will be
effective in the short term.

5. Reduction of Toxicity, Volume, Migration: Yes X No

Rationale: Project implementation would minimize or eliminate any
toxicological and migratory hazards that may be present.
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Cost Effectiveness: Yes X No __
Rationale: Project activities could occur at a relatively minimal cost.
It would be more advantageous to perform these activities now rather
than aljow further environmental degradation.

Long-Terﬁ Effectiveness: Yes X No

Rationale: By removing any hazardous oresent. the project will be
effective in the long term.

Consistent with Final Remedy: Yes X No __

Rationale: Removal of the environmental hazards is consistent with
final remediation goals. Actions taken are 1ikely to be the final
remedial_efforts needed in_the unit. These actions may result in a No
Further Action ROD.

Compliance with ARARs: Yes X No

Rationale: The project shall attempt to achieve final ARARs.

Information for RI/FS or Remedial Design: Yes X No
Rationale: If significant environmental hazards are encountered, the
data obtained from implementing the ERA would provide useful information

to future RI/FS activities within the operable unit as well as other

restoration/remediation proiects conducted both on and off the Hanford
Reservation.

Demonstrate Technologies: Yes X No

Rationale: A Cone Penetrometer survey is proposed for use in evaluating
the extent of contamination at the sites. If system use is successful
at the sites, future use at significantiy more hazardous “type" disposal
sites located at Hanford and_elsewhere may result in safer and more cost
effective environmental investigations.

Community Acceptance: Yes X_ No

Rationale: Positive public acceptance is anticipated due to the
expedited removal of environmental hazards. These sites are both
located west of highway 240 and lack the controls present at nearly all

other past practice sites at Hanford. In addition. this project will
support the final record of decisjon _for the unit.
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ATTACHMENT 6

100-IU-1 OPERABLE UNIT EXPEDITED RESPONSE ACTION
PRELIMINARY SCHEDULE AND COST ESTIMATE

The attached cost and scheduies estimates for the proposed ERA is
preliminary and should be considered rough order-of-magnitude. The basis for
many of the costs is based upon actual costs for the 316-5 Process Trenches
and 618-9 Burial Ground ERA’s. The estimate includes a 25% contingency cost
factor. A more definitive cost and schedule will be provided in the ERA
proposal.

6-1
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The following 100-IU-1 Operable Unit preliminary cost and schedule
information provides limited investigation and environmental cleanup

activities to support a ROD decision.

This rough order-of-magnitude cost estimate and schedule is based on
available data and assumed remedial actions. Additional data about site
conditions and health and safety requirements will produce more definitive
estimates. The ERA proposal will provide an accurate cost estimate for the

selected remediation alternative(s).

The site activities include performing limited sampling and analysis at
suspected hazardous material disposal sites. These sites include the river
rail wash pit, Building 6718 buried fuel tank location, and H-70 Tandfill. A
cone penetrometer shall obtain the samples. At this time, Tow level

radioactivity is expected at the river wash pit.
The cost breakdown is as foliows:

PROJECT MANAGEMENT COSTS:

Project Manager 0.1 FTE/yr B 2 yr 20,000
Project Engineer 1.0 FTE/yr @ 2 yr 200,000
Clerk/Typist 0.1 FTE/yr @ 2 yr 20,000
Quality Assurance 0.125 FTE/yr @ 2 yr 25,000
Health/Safety 0.125 FTE/yr @ 2 yr 25,000
Facility Safety 0.5 FTE/yr € 1 yr 50,000
Permits (ie NEPA) 0.125 FTE/yr @ 0.5 yr 7,000
Community Relations 0.125 FTE/yr @ 2 yr 25,000
PRELIMINARY INVESTIGATION:
Sampling, Anaiysis, and Validation 150,000
Cone Penetrometer (12 cones) 36,000
ERA PROPOSAL DEVELOPMENT: 58,000
PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION:
Mobilization 5,000
Demolition & rubble cleanup/disposal 30,000
Backfill holes and depressions 25,000
Replace/Install signs & fencing 25,000
Sampling, Analysis, and Validation 150,000
Hazardous Waste Disposal 70,000
Subtotal $921,000
Contingency (25%) 230,000

TOTAL $1,151,000

{Note that these costs are rough order-of-magnitude and are subject to vary

with the defined work scope.)

The following schedule is based on existing data.

will contain revised schedules.

6-2
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